Jain commentaries in Sanskrit are vital for an understanding of the old Jain religious texts in Prakrit, the commentaries date from the 8 th to 13 th century. The major commentators are well-known in name but as yet there has not been any sustained research on their works. This article attempts to provide an initial reference point by listing (for the first time) all known published editions of Jain commentaries in Sanskrit on the Śvetāmbara canon by Śīlaṅka (9 th century), Abhayadeva (10 th century) and Malayagiri (10 th -11 th century).
Introduction
The layers of Jaina commentary literature have been surveyed by a number of scholars, nevertheless, "Jaina exegetical literature," as J. Bronkhorst has stated, still remains "vast, complicated, and little explored" (Bronkhorst 1999, 987) . 2 While editing a Jaina canonical text from manuscripts (the Nirayāvaliyā-suyakkhandha), my attempts to compile information about the author of the only commentary on that text (Śrīcandra) revealed to me how problematic it was to find my way around that literature. I therefore surveyed earlier works and compiled original descriptive information about canonical commentaries. Existing surveys of the commentary works of the four commentators reviewed here are useful, but very limited. In chronological sequence the writers dicussed here are: Śīlaṅka (fl. 850-876),
3 Abhayadeva (fl. 1058-71) , Malayagiri (between 1093 and 1193) and Śrīcandra (between 1103 and 1171). There is no easy way to know which commentaries of any of these authors have been published or when. By making the brief overview below I hope to provide a preliminary reference point for researchers delving into commentaries on the Śvetāmbara canon.
Only a subset of canonical commentators are included here, the (earlier) somewhat terse Prakrit commentaries (cūrṇis) are excluded, as are those of significant authors like Haribhadra (fl. 770-790) (Williams 1965, 101-11) who began the process of shifting Jaina commentaries from Prakrit to Sanskrit. In many cases Haribhadra and authors like him simply transpose the material from Prakrit commentaries directly into Sanskrit (although at times adding useful clarifications). The recent article by Jyväsjärvi (2010) highlights some of the emerging issues in approaching the Jaina exegetical traditions.
The names of the major commentators on the canon writing in Sanskrit are familiar to all who attempt to read the canonical texts: unquestionably the most important are Śīlānka, Abhayadeva, Malayagiri with the addition of Śrīcandra perhaps. There are few accounts of them and their work, certainly no comprehensive listing. Apart from volume three of the comprehensive and standard history of Jain literature in Hindi-Jaina Sāhitya kā Bṛhad Itihāsa (1967)-little sustained research has been published on these authors: for example 2 Surveys have been made by Schubring 1935 §43, Kapadia 2000 Jaina Sāhitya kā Bṛhad Itihāsa 1966, v. 3; Alsdorf 1977; Jain 1984, 51-60; Khadabadi 1991; Dundas 1996; Norman 1997 . 3 The basis for dates used is examined below. All dates are cited as the Gregorian years, i.e. Common Era (CE) unless stated otherwise.
none of the commentaries of the major commentators has ever been rendered into English.
4 Below I will list as comprehensively as possible (for the first time to my knowledge) the known works-published and unpublished-of these four commentators.
There is a sequential and cumulative aspect to the commentatorial work, albeit with gaps; listing the canonical texts in their current sequence with the commentaries available shows that Abhayadeva apparently made comments on texts which his predecessor two hundred years earlier, Śīlānka, had not commented upon. A feature of the existing early Sanskrit commentaries on the Aṅgas and Uvāṅgas (all of which come after ) is that there is only one standard Sanskrit commentary on each Aṅga and Uvāṅga text (at least until well into the 16 th century CE when a few other commentaries began to be composed). Once a commentary had been produced in Sanskrit, it seems no one else felt it necessary (or possible?) to write one: Abhayadeva has not commented on the texts already commented on by Śīlānka, Malayagiri likewise has not commented on texts already dealt with by Śīlānka or Abhayadeva. Śrīcandra does not however seem to quote Malayagiri either.
One explanation for this could be strong veneration for earlier teachers, an important element in Jaina monastic and lay practice. Writing a commentary on a text which already had a commentary by an earlier teacher would perhaps have been seen as disrespectful, especially if there were to be a difference of opinion. Neither the Āyārāṅga nor Sūyagaḍa are straightforward texts so it cannot be argued that those texts were not in need of additional explication, nevertheless for some reason Abhayadeva chose not to make any comment on them. It could also have been that there was simply no further material available to add to the commentaries already written. This though did not apply to non-Āṅga, nonUvāṅga texts, however; in medieval times there was a flood of commentaries on the Dasaveyāliya, Uttarajjhayaṇa, and Kappasutta. seems not to have been any obstacle to multiple commentaries, either in Sanskrit or in the so-called vernaculars (Old Gujarati, Rajasthani etc.) .
A related question is the process by which commentaries became "canonized" or "authorized," i.e. accepted as standard, this is far from resolved. There must have been some procedure (de jure or de facto) for the dispersal of new commentaries (and new works in general) and some process by which a late minor commentary, such as that by Śrīcandra, could be propagated. The life of wandering ascetic teachers is hardly conducive to centralized mechanisms of "authorizing" particular works. Perhaps the centres of manuscript copying were also centres for "authorizing" such commentaries. Pāṭaṇ could certainly have been one such centre to judge from the number of manuscripts in Jaisalmer collections which were copied there.
Each of the four commentators treated here will now be taken up and their canonical commentaries listed (with bibliographic citations). For a comprehensive assessment of each of the commentators access to the best of these published editions will be needed.
Śīlāṅka (fl. 850-76)
Two important canonical commentaries are attributed to Śīlāṅka 5 on the first and second of the Jaina Aṅgas, the Āyāraṅga and the Sūyagaḍaṅga respectively.
In terms of dating these two major commentaries, that on the Āyārāṅga is dated to either Śāka era 784 [862 CE] (Velankar 1944, 24) (Velankar 1944, 450) . Leumann (1934, 15) dates this commentator to 870 CE (references from Balbir (1993, 1,78) ). Kapadia, however, cites dates provided in manuscripts of Śīlāṅka's commentary on the first Aṅga, ranging from Śāka 772-798 (850-876 CE) and prefers 876 CE as the most likely (2000, 197 Mehatā (Jaina Sāhitya kā Bṛhad Itihāsa 1966, v. 1, 382-87) . I have chosen to use the more inclusive dates. Tieken, however, holds that Śīlāṅka's date is uncertain (1986, 7) .
Āyāraṅga-sūtra Commentary
The first text of the "canon" and a treatment of the way of life of a Jain monk. The important commentary by Śīlāṅka is referred to by a number of titles: Āyārāṅga-sūtra-vivṛtti, Ācāra-ṭīkā, Ācārāṅga-ṭīkā and is mostly dated to Śāka era 784 [862 CE] . It has an extent of "12,300 granthas" (Velankar 1944, 24) 
Sūyagaḍa
The Sūyagaḍa is one of the most important old texts of the canon and is a refutation of "heretical" doctrines. (v. 3, 316-414) .
In addition, Dundas has also made a detailed presentation of the views of two Jaina intellectuals in medieval times about scriptural commentary within the Jaina tradition. His account focuses on Abhayadeva, "Jainism's greatest scriptural exegete" (1996, 74) , and the later figure Dharmasāgara (16 th century). In that article Dundas has made a survey of hagiographies of Abhayadeva, focusing on Jinapāla's Yugapradhānācāryagurvāvali-written in 1248-and Prabhācandra's Prabhāvakacarita-written in 1277 (1996, (79) (80) (81) (82) (83) (84) . According to Dundas, Abhayadeva may have became a Sūri, that is "a senior teacher authorized to interpret the scriptures," in 1063 and then begun his ambitious commentarial enterprise (Dundas 1996, 79) .
8
I have given below a listing of Abhayadeva's works (published and unpublished). 9 The first are commentaries on canonical texts (listed in the current "standard" sequence for canonical texts), subsequent works are simply listed in alphabetically.
6 Commentaries by Abhayadeva 1. The text known as the Sthānāṅga provides (in numerical sequence) definitions and themes relevant to teachings of the Jains (much like the Aṅguttara-nikāya of the Theravāda Tipiṭaka). Abhayadeva's commentary, the Sthānāṅga-sūtra-bhāṣya, also termed a ṭīkā or a vivaraṇa, was composed in samvat 1120 [1063] , and is reputedly 14,250 granthas in extent (Kapadia 1935, v.17: 1, 62-63; Velankar 1944, 454) .
1880
Sthānāṅga sūtra: tṛtīyāṅga: Gaṇadhara Sudharma Svāmi saṅkalita sūtra tadupari Śrīmadabhayadeva Sūri kṛtā Saṃskṛta ṭīkā aura 7 Most scholars cite merely "10 th century" for Abhayadeva. The date range given here follows from the dates available for his commentaries on the Uvavāiya and Viyāhapaṇṇatti respectively. 8 Velankar (1944, 64) 3. The base text, the Bhagavatī is a very large compendium of Jain dogmatics, partly presented as questions and answers, with Mahāvīra responding to his principal disciple Goyama Indabhūti (Winternitz 1933: 2, 442-43) . The
Bhagavatī-sūtra-vṛtti (also called -ṭīkā, -vivṛti, -vivaraṇa) was composed in 1128
[1071] with the help of Yaśaścandra Gaṇi and revised by Droṇasūri (Schubring 1944, 9; Velankar 1944, 290; Kapadia 1935, 17: 1, 86 11. The Prajñāpana gives "in 36 chapters a classification of living beings, containing under 'human being' a geographical-ethnographic outline, in which the Aryans (ariya, ārya) and the barbarians (milikkha, mleccha) are enumerated with their habitations" (Winternitz 1933: 2, 456) . The Prajñāpanopāṅga-tṛtīya-padasaṅgrahaṇī is a partial commentary also known as the Prajñāpanā-tṛtīyapada-saṅgrahaṇī or -samgahaṇī, it is 150 granthas in extent (Kapadia 1935, 17, 1, 205 Turning to external sources, Muni Puṇyavijaya has stated in his introduction to the editions of the fifth and sixth Karmagranthas-taken here from the repetition of it in Jaina Sāhitya kā Bṛhad Itihāsa (v. 3, 415-39)-that Malayagiri was a contemporary of Hemacandra (1088-1172). The only evidence cited is the hagiographical account in Jinamaṇḍana Gaṇi's umārapālapratibodha,which is dated to 1492 [1435] (Velankar 1944, 93) . 13 The account there is that Hemacandra, on the command of his guru, was travelling with two individuals of other gacchas, Devendra Sūri and Malayagiri, en route to eastern India (Gauḍadeśa), where all three aimed to pursue their studies. On the way, in the village of "Khillūra," there was a sick [Jain] sādhu. The three travellers tended to him. That sādhu was intent on journeying to Mount Raivataka (Girnār). Having arranged with the village 11 Malayagiri's life appears to overlap that of Śrīcandra, because Malayagiri has produced more important commentaries, I have chosen to list his works first, which is also in keeping with the currently established sequence of texts. people to somehow take him there in a suspended chair (ḍolī) to fulfill his last wishes, they all went to sleep. When they awoke, all three found themselves on Mount Raivataka. The goddess of the teaching (śāśana-devī) appeared and told them that their tasks would be completed there at that tīrtha, so there was no need to go to the east. The goddess showed them many mantras, medicines and so forth and then disappeared. Later the three used the Siddha-cakra-mantra to please a certain god who granted them a boon each: Hemacandra's was that he could convert the king; Devendra Sūri's that he could take a temple from the city of Kāntī to the village of Serīsaka in one night; Malayagiri's was that he could write commentaries on the Jaina Siddhānta. On the basis of this account, Puṇyavijaya assumes that Malayagiri had some scholastic connection with Hemacandra. Muni Puṇyavijaya has presented the traditional hagiographical account, which is some three hundred years later than the time to which it refers. This is not the strongest evidence for establishing Malayagiri's dates, and Doshi (whose views will be treated next) rejected this source as "more of a myth than a fact" (Doshi 1967, 3) .
The next piece of evidence cited by Puṇyavijaya is that Malayagiri says in his Āvaśyakavṛtti, tathā cāhuḥ stutiṣu guravaḥ-"and the teachers say in works of praise." Malayagiri then cites a verse which also appears in Hemacandra's Anyayogavyavacchedadvātriṃśikā. This is taken to show that Malayagiri is referring deferentially to Hemacandra before citing from that scholar's work. As proof, however, this is not as convincing as another quotation in the Śabdānuśāsana, which appears in the Kṛdanta-pāda ( §1.23) (Doshi 1967, 258) and is followed by: Ācārya Śrīhemacandraḥ. This citation, which shows the link more distinctly, was first pointed out by Doshi in his edition of that grammatical text.
In his preface to the Śabdānuśāsana Doshi relies on a single sentence in the grammar-adahat arātīn umārapālaḥ, "Kumārapāla destroyed his foes" (Doshi 1967, 278) -to argue that the use of the imperfect tense suggests that Malayagiri was recounting his personal experience, since that is the grammarians' view on the purpose of the imperfect. Therefore, Malayagiri and king Kumārapāla were contemporaries according to Doshi. Having established that the traditional date for king Kumārapāla coming to the throne is saṃvat 1199 [1142] (Doshi 1967, 4) and allowing a number of years for him to have conquered his enemies, Doshi thinks Malayagiri composed his grammar in about saṃvat 1227 [1170] (Doshi 1967, 4,9) . However, he proceeds to suggest-on rather thinner grounds-that although the two scholars may have been contemporaries, Hemacandra was perhaps more than fifty years older than Malayagiri (Doshi 1967, 9) . Doshi goes on-more reasonably perhaps-to assume that because the only other ascetic known to the tradition whose name ended in -giri was a brahman, therefore it is possible Malayagiri too was a brahman ascetic before he became a Jaina (4). As stated above, from a number of Gujarati words used in the commentaries Doshi also implies that Malayagiri was either from Saurāṣṭra or at the least very familiar with the language of that area (Doshi 1967, 5) .
Doshi suggests that a number of the words used by Malayagiri show that he was a speaker of Saurāṣṭrī and a native of Saurāṣṭra (Doshi 1967, Introduction 5) . In Abhayadeva's works too, to elucidate the word tellakela "an oil jar" the explanation given is: Saurāṣṭra-prasiddho mṛnmayas tailasya bhājanaviśesaḥ, i.e. it is "a special oil container made of clay, well-known in Saurāṣṭra" (this phrase is also taken over by Śrīcandra). It may have been that the centre of commentary writing was Gujarat.
Summarizing these date suggestions, Puṇyavijaya would have Malayagiri's life roughly around about that of the great Hemacandra (1088-1172), while Doshi suggests Malayagiri wrote his first work (the grammar) around 1170 and his remaining works after that date. Schubring has also cited secondary sources suggesting Malayagiri's grammar was written between 1143 and 1173 (Schubring 1935, 59 ) (Between saṃvat 1200 and 1230). Dundas, however, has given simply "13th century" as the approximate date of Malayagiri (1996, 78 ). It does not seem possible to be make the date more exact, and so I have preferred the larger date range of 1093-1193 for an indicatory period of Malayagiri's work. I would also suggest that it is possible the later commentator Śrīcandra wrote the Nirayāvaliyāsuyakkhandha commentary merely to complete the set of commentaries on the Āṅgas and Upāṅgas already created by Śīlā ṅka, Abhayadeva and Malayagiri. 
Commentaries by Malayagiri
1. It is best to distinguish between two texts bearing the name Āvassaya-sutta, the first being a brief canonical text commented on by Haribhadra and Malayagiri, the second a less ancient text still in liturgical usage, more frequently called Ṣaḍ-Āvaśyakasūtra. Malayagiri's Āvaśyaka-vivaraṇa is incomplete, but still, 18,000 ślokas in extent (Devendra Muni 1977, 525, 532-33) .
1928-36
Śrīmanmalayagiryācāryakṛtavivaraṇayutaṃ, Śrutakevaliśrīmad-bhadrabāhusvāmisūtritaniryuktiyuta-Śrīāvaśyakasūtram. Bombay: Śrīāgamodayasamiteḥ, Vīrasamvat 2454 -62 [1928 .
2. The Bhagavatī is a very large compendium of Jain dogmatics, partly presented as questions and answers, with Mahāvīra responding to his principal disciple Goyama Indabhūti (Winternitz 1933: 2, 442-43) . The Bhagavati-vṛtti is a commentary on the second śataka only of the Viyāhapaṇṇatti (Velankar 1944, 290) of 3,750 ślokas (Devendra Muni 1977, 525) but seems never to have been printed.
3. The Bṛhatkalpa is the principal work on the rules and regulations for monks and nuns, including restrictions concerning food, residence, etc. Malayagiri's Bṛhatkalpapīṭhikāvṛtti, seems to be incomplete in 4,600 ślokas (Devendra Muni 1977: 525, 533-34) . According to some, Malayagiri's work was completed by Kṣemakīrti, pupil of Vijayendu of the Cāndrakula, in samvat 1332 [1275] (Velankar 1944, 284b; Kapadia 1935, 17: 2, 237-44; Jaina Sāhitya kā Bṛhad Itihāsa 1966, 3, 454) , however Schubring states that Malayagiri's work was continued by Bālaśiraḥśekhara and gives Kṣemakīrti as the author of a separate Vṛtti (Schubring 1935, §51) . 4. Candraprajñapti, this is a cosmological text which seems to have been lost, it was apparently of 9,500 ślokas in extent (Devendra Muni 1977, 525) . The commentary by Malayagiri has also been lost with the text.
1933-43
5. The Jīvājivābhigama expands on the doctrine of "living" and "lifeless" things in 20 sections. This is a more or less a complete taxonomy of creatures and a description of the universe according to the Jaina view. The commentary on the Jīvājivābhigama is a ṭīkā, and either 14,000 granthas or 16,000 ślokas in extent (Velankar 1944, 144; Devendra Muni 1977, 525 and 529-30 6. The Nandī-sūtra presents various traditions of epistemological discussion and interpretation. The commentary, the Nandi-sūtra-ṭīkā, mentions both the Nandīsutta Cūrṇī and Haribhadra's Vivaraṇa and is 7,732 granthas in extent (Velankar 1944, 201; Devendra Muni 1977, 527 Muni (1977, 526) but no editions seem to have appeared.
8. The Piṇḍaniryukti consists of around 700 verses (gāthās) divided into eight chapters dealing with regulations about food for monks and nuns. The commentary by Malayagiri on the Piṇḍaniryukti is about 6,700 granthas in extent but seems only to have been published once (Velankar 1944, 249; Devendra Muni 1977, 532 9. The Prajñāpanā "gives in 36 chapters a classification of living beings, containing under 'human being' a geographical-ethnographic outline, in which the Aryans (ariya, ārya) and the barbarians (milikkha, mleccha) are enumerated with their habitations" (Winternitz 1933: 2, 456 ). This commentary is a Vṛtti of 14,500 ślokas (Velankar 1944, 258) in which Malayagiri also discusses textual variants (Sirisāmajjavāyagaviraiyaṃ Paṇṇavaṇāsuttaṃ 1969, 426-31, 436-40 (Devendra Muni 1977, 526) .
13. Vyavahāra-ṭīkā, at around 33,625 granthas in extent this is Malayagiri's longest commentary (Velankar 1944, 367b) . The base text concerns "procedures" to guide the life of Jain monks, i.e. a component of the Jain monastic code. See also Devendra Muni (1977, 530-31) . One manuscript of this commentary is dated 1253 CE (Winternitz 1933, 2m 592n2 ).
1925-28
Śrī Vyavahāra-sūtram: Bhadrabāhūddharita-mūlasūtraṃ Niryuktisametam, ... -bhāṣyaṃ Śrīman-Malayagiri-viracita-vivaraṇa The excellent scholar Muni Puṇyavijaya has made the most comprehensive study of this minor commentator (Nandisuttaṃ: Siridevavāyagaviraiyaṃ. Aṇuogaddārāiṃ ca: Siriajjarakkhiyatheraviraiyāiṃ, sampādakāḥ Puṇyavijayo Muniḥ; Dalasukha Mālavaṇiyā, Amṛtalāla Mohanalāla Bhojaka ity etau ca 1966, introduction in Hindi, 3-9) and I have drawn on his work extensively to compile the following summary. I have also added information from the entries in the Jinaratnakośa by Velankar (1944) and in the Jaina Sāhitya kā Bṛhad Itihāsa (1966, 3, . The praśastis which provide the raw material concerning Śrīcandra are cited in full by Puṇyavijaya. 19 Muni Puṇyavijaya attributes seven Sanskrit commentaries written between 1112 and 1171 to Śrīcandra. Most are short works on sections of texts rather than attempts to provide comprehensive guides to larger texts, they are derivative commentaries, mostly repeating glosses and explanations from the earlier teachers 1. Jītakalpa-bṛhaccūrṇi-viṣamapada-vyākhyā This is an explanation of the difficult places (viṣama-pada) in Siddhasena Gaṇi's Jītakalpabṛhaccūrṇi, which is in turn a work commenting on the Jīyakappa of Jinabhadra. The last named is a work on monastic discipline written in around 588 CE. The commentary has been published once, in the publication listed below (p. 31-59). The colophon confirms some of the details in the lineage chart for Śrīcandra. It gives the date of composition as saṃvat 1227, i.e. 1170 or 1171 CE.
1926
*Jīta-kalpa-sūtram Śrīcandrasūrisandṛbdhaviṣamapadavyākhyāvibhūṣita-śrīsiddhasenagaṇikṛtabṛhaccūrṇisamanvitam / Śrījinabhadragaṇi-kṣamāśramaṇaviracitam: sampādaka Muni Jinavijaya. Ahmedabad; Jaina Sāhitya Samśodhaka Samiti, 1926.
Nandīsūtra-laghuvṛtti-durgapada-vyākhyā
This is a brief commentary on Haribhadra Sūri's Vivaraṇa to the Nandī-sūtra. It picks out very occasional words for comment, and when printed it occupies only five pages. The colophon is short and does not give a date, however, the oldest extant manuscript of this work is held in Jaisalmer and includes an indication that the text was copied in saṃvat 1226, dvitīya Śravaṇa, śudi 3, Soma which matches Monday July 28, 1169 (Caitrādi). This work was therefore copied during the lifetime of Śrīcandra, but for a monk of the Jālyodhara gaccha. This manuscript is exceptionally clear (ati-śuddha) and formed the basis for Puṇyavijaya's editon of this work in 1966. It is also called Vṛtti-ṭippaṇa (grantha 3,300), and Durgapadavyākhyā (Vekankar 1944, 201) 
Nirayāvalikā-vivaraṇa
The commentary on the narrative text, the Nirayāvaliyā-suyākkhandha is ascribed to Śrīcandra on the basis of the colophon verse found in some of the oldest palm leaves.
Puṇyavijaya saw this colophon as sufficient authority to assign authorship to Śrīcandra. Certainly the fragmentary nature of the commentary would make it in keeping with the other commentaries assigned to this commentator. If we accept the tradition of the date this work is also the last known extant work of Śrīcandra and was written perhaps near the end of his life. The praśasti gives only the year saṃvat 1228, ie. 1171 or 1172. The manuscripts favour its title being Nirayāvaliyā-suyakkhandha-vivaraṇa rather than -vṛtti as suggested by Muni Puṇyavijaya.
1885
Nirayāvaliyā Puṇyavijaya states that all the old as well as modern manuscripts of the Nyāyapraveśa-pañjikā mention Pārśvadevagaṇin as its author. The fact, however, that this Pārśvadevagaṇin was identical with Dhaneśvarasūri's disciple of that name who, after attainment of the status of a Sūri, became famous as Śrīcandra Sūri, the esteemed author of a number of works, is known only from the praśasti, at the close of the palm leaf manuscript of the Pañjikā preserved in a collection at Pāṭaṇa. The praśasti indicates that Pārśvadeva Gaṇi (= Śrīcandra) was the pupil of Dhaneśvara Sūri. A commentary by this Dhaneśvara Sūri on Jinavallabha Sūri's Sārdhaśatakaprakaraṇa (= Sūkṣmārthavicārasāraprakaraṇa) is extant, and its praśasti provides further information on Pārśvadeva Gaṇi's lineage.
The Candra kula to which this author is connected was "a prestigious lineage apparently dating from early medieval times which later Śvetāmbara sectarian groups attempted to incorporate into their own traditions." Abhayadeva also describes himself as belonging to this lineage (Dundas 1996 (Dundas , 95 n.43 referring to 1993 ). This suggests Abhayadeva may have been a predecessor in Śrīcandra's scholastic lineage.
Śrāddhapratikramaṇasūtra-vṛtti
This commentary is on a text forming part of the Ṣaḍāvaśyakasūtra (Velankar 1944, 390) . There are more than a dozen other commentaries of various kinds on this text, which consists of fifty gāthās (389-91). I have not traced any published version of this work. The date of completion given in verse 8 of the colophon is saṃvat 1222, Madhu (= Caitra), śukla 10, nakṣatra Puṣya, Dhṛti yoga, which is Sunday March 13, 1166 (Kārtikādi). It is notable that a palm leaf manuscript dated saṃvat 1299 exists in Pāṭana i.e. it dates from only seventy years after the commentary was completed. Early copies of Śrīcandra's works are wellrepresented in Pāṭana collections, which may even suggest he was based in the area of Northern Gujarāt.
7?
Piṇḍaviśuddhiprakaraṇa-vṛtti This is a commentary on Jinavallabha Sūri's Piṇḍaviśuddhi (250). According to the colophon it was composed in saṃvat 1178, 1121 or 1122 CE. However as Puṇyavijaya points out the use of the name Śrīdevatā in the colophon does not fit with the other colophons by Śrīcandra and whether or not we can confidently include this amongst his works is as yet unresolved.
8?
Subodhā-samācārī I have not been able to discover much about this work. According to the colophon it is written in Prākrit, whereas none of Śrīcandra's other works have been. Again, the colophon matches the lineage information already established, Velankar (1944, 431-32) lists this as one of two dozen texts entitled Sāmācārī which suggests there may be some difficulty in telling them apart. Puṇyavijaya points out that the Bṛhattippanikā attributes other works to him also, namely Jayadevachandaḥśāstravṛtti-ṭippanaka and Sanatkumāracarita (written in saṃvat 1214), but no copies of these works have yet been discovered (Prastāvanā 7).
